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Maxch 9, 1978 

BearMr. _ 

mi8 is in ~CEQOXIS to your February 24, 1973, letter 
wherein you requegted that we review our Scgtesker 22, 1977, 
kttor to m.~: I, conceaing the3 3finding that property 
mm& by Stanford Gniveroity and wi~sub-mbleascd to the F.mi 
Cross-StuforQ University Scmd Cents is ineliyiide for tha 
welfare exmption froi3 yropzrty taxa-aon, in light of X.r. Philip 
Dou~h3zty's b'@bruary 2, 1373, LGetcr to you iRdicatiRg that the 
he3. Cross is axeapt frm sales or use taxes. 

while :"I --"J---- __ Ud stiatc that We have unffo&*y 
cunsti8Xed thnt t&3 AiWricaXl ;:ationa1 Red Cross is an m of 
the United States Covermat and is cxapt from the lqmsition 
of tax upon ita, the stateiint wa6 +~AB wfth refermce to tie 
taxes ia0 was considerizg, oalos and uo8 taxes. Thus, to avoid 
cOnfusion, "Saks3 or tlf38 tax;' should h&-e aem substituted for 
‘taxA, or the phrase "for miss and me tax pu.rpos;as* should 
hapebe8Xk &d&xi to the end of thts stateneat. 

Revenue and Tnwtion Code provisions; relathg to 
property taxation are separate and distinct from those relating 
to the salts and ~363 taxes, hx~ev~r, and neither th r?&l Cross 
nor other organizations incorqmmzd by acts of Congress are 
exeqt frca pro*ty taxation pear se. Rat&r, for _suoperty 
owzml and/or o&erated by such organizations to ‘a cxezqt, a 
special statute zust elriot, for cxaqA3, Section 213.6 of the 
Revenue and Taxation Cods exempting psroonal progsty owned zmd 
owrated by ths Civil Air Patrol; or the organf2stion or the 
orgadaation and tiu3 owner or o_Wrator of property, as the 
ease nay be, Dust nieet all the requize?nents for exeq&ion in 
statutes of gsneral application which any organization ~laimixag 
4SXe3Qtion would have to meet. 



, 
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In this instance, there is no special statute, and the 
,oroprty is cwneii ty stanr'or;i Universitg and mb-sub-stileased 
to tie Dlwil Center. since the prrparty is r-ot used exiusively 
by Stanford khivcrsitir for tiucaticnzl puz~oses, the qogcrty i3 
not alfyiblc for tie college c:;eiz~tion. Si..cce Stanford L'niversity 
is an educational institution of collegiate grade, not an organi- 
zation organized and cqerated for religious, hos&tal, scientific, 
or chaxittile purpose s as required by section 214, tilS ~zonerty 
is not eligible for the welfare oxe3~tion. T'Ce fact that t!x 
Red Cross is a qualifying orgmization does not permit a different 
conclusion since section 214 requires that both the owier and 
the operator of property met all the rfquiremmts for exerrption. 

27~~: does the fact that tie Red Gross reimburses 
Stanford University for the pxqe.rty taxes incurred 2emi.t a 
different conclusion. As you have noted in your letter, the 
tams are i~wsed on and paid by Stanford University as the 
owner of the property, and the Xed Cross is mrely reisllb;using 
Stanford University for t&e mounts thereof. Thus, the Xed 
Cross is not being denied an cxezption fro2 property taxation: 
Stanford University is not receiving an exern;?tion with respect 
to its property because all the requirements for exemption 
have not been rriet. 

~ss\n\i.ng for purposes of discussion tiat the Red Cross 
is an instruszentality of the United States Goverment, thi3 -i,ro>erty 
would still be subject to tax. Pn @hzbach*s, Inc. v. County 
of Loa &qtiles, 190 Cal. App. 2d 575, a portic%GZ a building 
was leased to tie State of California for a ten year T&riod. 
The lessor cla3mzd that the State's interest in the poperty was 
exmpt fron property taxation and that the asses3or had iworrcctly 
valued the proparty by failing to deduct the value of th,at interest. 
m aweal, tile court winted out that merely because the lessor 
leased a portion of its ;jrtsioes and did not occupy that portion 
did not signify that the lessor did not have the use value of tie 
leased portion during the tern of the lease, and it hold that the 
lessor should not gain a tax exemption because it leased a ,mrtion 
of its nontax-exenpt proprty to t!~ Stata. iicnce, the entire 
value of the property, including tie value of the State's 
interest thereFn, was pro;erlp assessed. Under th(3 sarJe reasoning, 
the entire value of nontax-exeapt pro_paty of Stanford University 
lessed to the iied Cross would be assessable. 

Jimfp 

J. Kenneth McManigal 
Tax Counsel 
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